
GOVERNMENT OF THE DISTRICT OF COLUMBiA 
B O A R D  OF ZONING ADJUSTMENT 

A p p l i c a t i o n  N o .  14063 of Raymond and Marie S i n g l e t a r y ,  
p u r s u a n t  t o  P a r a g r a p h  8207.11 o f  t h e  Zoning R e g u l a t i o n s ,  f o r  
a v a r i a n c e  from t h e  rear y a r d  r e q u i r e m e n t s  ( S u b - s e c t i o n  
3304.1) t o  c o n s t r u c t  a rear  a d d i t i o n  t o  a s i n g l e  f a m i l y  
semi-de tached  d w e l l i n g  i n  an  R-2 D i s t r i c t  a t  p r e m i s e s  505 
O g l e t h o r p e  S t r e e t ,  N.F.7. , (Squa re  3202, L o t  213) . 
HEARING DATE: November 9, 1983 
DECISION DATE: December 1 2 ,  1983 

FINDINGS O F  FACT: 

1. The s u b j e c t  a p p l i c a t i o n  w a s  c o n s i d e r e d  as a 
p r e l i m i n a r y  mat ter  a t  t h e  p u b l i c  h e a r i n g  of November 9 ,  
1 9 8 3 .  The a p p l i c a n t  f a i l e d  t o  comply w i t h  S e c t i o n  302.3 of 
t h e  Supplementa l  Ru les  of Practice and P rocedure  b e f o r e  t h e  
Board of Zoning Adjus tment .  T h a t  s e c t i o n  r e q u i r e s  t h a t  t h e  
p r o p e r t y  b e  p o s t e d  w i t h  n o t i c e  o f  t h e  h e a r i n g  a t  l ea s t  
f i f t e e n  d a y s  p r i o r  t o  t h e  p u b l i c  h e a r i n g .  The s u b j e c t  
p r o p e r t y  w a s  p o s t e d  t w e l v e  days  p r i o r  t o  t h e  s u b j e c t  h e a r i n g  
due  t o  an  o v e r s i g h t  on t h e  p a r t  of t h e  a p p l i c a n t .  There  w a s  
no o p p o s i t i o n  t o  t h e  a p p l i c a t i o n  p r e s e n t  a t  t h e  p u b l i c  
h e a r i n g .  The Chairman waived t h e  f i f t e e n  day p o s t i n g  
r e q u i r e m e n t  and r u l e d  t h a t  t h e  case b e  h e a r d  a s  s c h e d u l e d .  

2 .  The s u b j e c t  p r o p e r t y  i s  l o c a t e d  on t h e  n o r t h  s i d e  
of O g l e t h o r p e  Street  between 5 t h  and 7 t h  Streets  and i s  
known a s  p r e m i s e s  505 O g l e t h o r p e  S t r e e t ,  N.W. I t  i s  zoned 
R-2. 

3. The s u b j e c t  p r o p e r t y  i s  b a s i c a l l y  level  and 
r e c t a n g u l a r  i n  shape .  The p r o p e r t y  i s  30.33 f e e t  wide and 
8 8 . 2 5  feet  deep .  I t  h a s  a l o t  a rea  of 2 ,676 .62  s q u a r e  f e e t .  

4 .  The s u b j e c t  p r o p e r t y  i s  improved w i t h  a t w o  s t o r y  
p l u s  basement ,  s i n g l e  f a m i l y  semi-de tached  d w e l l i n g .  

5. The a p p l i c a n t s  p r o p o s e  t o  c o n s t r u c t  a n  e n c l o s e d  
p a t i o  a t  t h e  r e a r  of t h e  e x i s t i n g  d w e l l i n g .  

6 .  The s u b j e c t  p r o p e r t y ,  a s  c u r r e n t l y  d e v e l o p e d ,  
p r o v i d e s  a t w e n t y - f i v e  f o o t  rear y a r d .  The Zoning Regula- 
t i o n s  f o r  t h e  R-2 D i s t r i c t  r e q u i r e  a minimum rear  y a r d  of 
twen ty  feet. 
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7. The 2 , 6 7 6 . 6 2  square feet of lot area of the 
subject property is less than the minimum 3,000 square foot 
lot area required by the Regulations for the R-2 District. 
However, the subject property presently complies with the 
minimum lot width, lot occupancy, rear yard and side yard 
requirements prescribed for the R-2 District. 

8. The proposed patio enclosure will extend twelve 
feet into the existing rear yard. The rear yard provided if 
the proposed construction is approved will be thirteen feet. 
A variance from the minimum rear yard requirements of seven 
feet or approximately thirty-five percent is therefore 
required . 

9. The applicants testified that the proposed patio 
enclosure can be open during the warm months and completely 
enclosed during the cold months to provide year-round use of 
the patio area. 

10. The applicants could extend the existing structure 
into the existing rear yard for a depth of five feet or two 
feet into the existing ten foot side yard as a matter-of- 
right without BZA approval. The applicants testified that 
the development allowed as a matter of right was 
insufficient to provide space for outdoor seating. The 
applicants did not explore any alternative design proposals 
with their contractor which would not require variance 
relief . 

11. The applicants testified that the development in 
the immediate area consisted of dwellings similar to the 
subject structure. The applicants further testified that 
several patio enclosures have been built in the neighborhood, 
but that they were located on lots larger than the subject 
property. 

12. The applicants presented no evidence or testimony 
that the subject site is affected by an exceptional or 
extraordinary situation or condition. 

13. The applicants presented no evidence or testimony 
that they would suffer a practical difficulty if the Zoning 
Regulations were strictly applied and the addition could not 
he constructed as proposed. 

14. Advisory Neighborhood Commission 4B, by letter 
dated October 13, 1983, advised that it voted to support the 
granting of the subject applicantion. No reasons for such 
support were enumerated. 

15. There was no opposition to the application at the 
public hearing or of record. 
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CONCLUSIONS O F  LAIJ AND O P I N I O N :  

Based on t h e  f o r e g o i n g  f i n d i n g s  o f  f a c t  and t h e  
e v i d e n c e  of r e c o r d ,  t h e  Board c o n c l u d e s  t h a t  t h e  app l i can t s  
are s e e k i n g  an  area v a r i a n c e ,  t h e  g r a n t i n g  o f  which r e q u i r e s  
a showing of an  e x c e p t i o n a l  o r  e x t r a o r d i n a r y  s i t u a t i o n  o r  
c o n d i t i o n  of t h e  p r o p e r t y  which causes a p r a c t i c a l  
d i f f i c u l t y  upon t h e  owner which i s  i n h e r e n t  i n  t h e  p r o p e r t y  
i t s e l f .  The Board c o n c l u d e s  t h a t  no such  s i t u a t i o n  o r  
c o n d i t i o n  e x i s t s ,  n o r  i s  t h e r e  a p r a c t i c a l  d i f f i c u l t y  f o r  
t h e  owner.  The reasons f o r  t h e  p roposed  a d d i t i o n  set  f o r t h  
by t h e  a p p l i c a n t s  are  p e r s o n a l  and are  n o t  g rounds  f o r  t h e  
g r a n t i n g  of an  area var iance.  The l o t ,  a l t h o u g h  s m a l l ,  i s  
b a s i c a l l y  f l a t  and r ec t angu la r .  The e x i s t i n g  s t r u c t u r e  
conforms t o  t h e  area r e q u i r e m e n t s  o f  t h e  R-2 D i s t r i c t .  The 
g r a n t i n g  o f  t h e  r e q u e s t e d  r e l i e f  would r e s u l t  i n  t h e  
c r ea t ion  of a s t r u c t u r e  which d o e s  n o t  comply w i t h  t h e  
R e g u l a t i o n s ,  f o r  which t h e r e  i s  no  b a s i s .  

The Board f u r t h e r  c o n c l u d e s  t h a t  t h e  var iance c a n  n o t  
b e  g r a n t e d  w i t h o u t  s u b s t a n t i a l l y  i m p a i r i n g  t h e  i n t e n t ,  
p u r p o s e  and  i n t e g r i t y  o f  t h e  zone  p l a n  a s  embodied i n  t h e  
Zoning R e g u l a t i o n s  and Hap. A c c o r d i n g l y ,  it i s  ORDERED t h a t  
t h e  s u b j e c t  a p p l i c a t i o n  i s  D E N I E D .  

VOTE: 4-0 (Walter B. L e w i s ,  F J i l l i a m  F. McIntosh,  Car r ie  
T h o r n h i l l  and Douglas J. P a t t o n  t o  deny;  C h a r l e s  
F.. Norr i s  n o t  p r e s e n t ,  n o t  v o t i n g ) .  

BY ORDER O F  THE D.C. BOARD OF Z O N I N G  ADJUSTMENT 

ATTESTED BY: 
STEVEN E. SHER 

FINAL DATE OF ORDER: 

E x e c u t i v e  Director 

APR 19 1984 

UNDER SUB-SECTION 
DECISION OR ORDER 
DAYS AFTER HAVING 
RULES O F  PRACTICE 
AD JUS TPfEMT . 

8204.3 OF THE Z O N I N G  REGULATIONS, "NO 
O F  THE BOARD SHALL TAKE EFFECT UNTIL TEN 
BECOME FINAL PURSUANT TO THE SUPPLEMENTAL 
AND PROCEDIJRE BEFORE THE BOARD OF Z O N I N G  


